
II.—HAS MR MOORE REFUfED IDEALISM ?

BY C. A. STBONG.

READERS of Mr. Moore's ' Refutation of Idealism,' in MIND,
N.S., No. 48, cannot fail to have been impressed • with its
extraordinary merit. Whether we judge it to be successful
or not in its main contention, it is certainly a very searching
examination of the principles on which Idealism rests. No
previous critic of the theory, so far as I know, has gone to
work in so minute and logical a manner, or produced so
lucidly reasoned and self-consistent an argument. It be-
hoves the Idealist to ask himself whether he can in any
way escape from the fine-meshed net which Mr. Moore
throws out for him. I think he can, provided his Idealism
be of a certain type. And I am emboldened to set forth my
reasons for this view by the two facts, first, that I find that
thiB type of Idealism shields me from some of Mr. Moore's
most vigorous blows, and, secondly, that I do not recoil from
certain rather startling consequences of the theory which
Mr. Moore indicates, towards the close of his article, as being
the true consequences of Idealism.

I.

Mr. Moore undertakes to show that the principle ' etse =
percipi' is false in all the senses that have ever been attached
to it. It seems to me a most serious omission that he
should not have discussed the application of this principle
to our mental states. For almost every one admits that the
tut of our mental states is percipi—that they exist only by
our being conscious of them. What would a pain, for
instance, be that no one was conscious of? Or a desire
that nobody felt ? Mr. Moore takes the case of the sensa-
tion of blue, and endeavours to prove that the sensation is
distinct from the blue and that the blue is the object of the
sensation. Would he hold, in the same way, that pain ia
distinct from and the object of our consciousness of i t?
And would he argue, as be does in the case of the blue, thai
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the pain may continue to exist after the consciousness of it
ceases?

Paradoxical as it may seem, I believe if he should argue
thus he would not be wholly wrong. For by the conscious-
ness of pain I think we usually mean a double fact. There
is the pain itself as a mere feeling, and there is a certain
amount of thought about it. I rarely experience a pain
without saying to myself, What a disagreeable feeling this
is, and asking myself what I can do to remove it; or, at
the very least, I dimly note its local relations to other parts
of the body. In other words, I transform it into an object
of thought. But the pain must first exist as a mental fact,
as a state of sentiency, before thoughts about it can arise.
Possibly in the minds of the lower ftninriftln the feeling of
pain may exist alone, without giving rise to any thoughts;
but in the mind of man I think the experience of every one
will bear him witness that they are pretty uniformly present.

Now, the suggestion I would offer is that, when we con-
trast a pain with our consciousness of it, the fact we refer to
by the ' consciousness' is these supernumerary thoughts. We
feel ourselves to be other than the pain, because we identify
ourselves with the thoughts, and the thoughts are really and
truly other than it. Indeed, this appears quite plainly when
we consider that the pain they are about is, strictly speaking,
not the pain that coexists with them but the pain of a
moment loefore, or the pain up to a moment before. We
feel ourselves to be dealing with the pain, because the thoughts
are really and truly about the pain. Thus that by which
the pain is present, and that by which it is an object of
thought or consciousness, are two distinct mental functions.
By the first of these functions the pain exists as a part
of our mental being; by the second we are able to deal
with it as a relatively external and foreign thing. This
external dealing with it is in no way necessary to the pain's
existence; subtract the consciousness in this sense, and the
pain still remains. But if by the consciousness you mean the
feeling, you cannot subtract that without the pain going too.

If the foregoing suggestion be correct, it explains why we
have so strong a tendency to think that the eue of our
mental states is pereipi or tentiri, in the passive. Mr. Moore
quite correctly points out that the true sense in which the
Idealist should show things to be mental is peroipere or
untire. (And this, moreover, ia the type of Idealism to which
I referred at the beginning, and which I consider to be
proof against Mr. Moore's objections—I agree that his
arguments make short work of the other.) But among the
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176 0. A. STBONG :

supernumerary thoughts which our mental states arouse are
those by which we introspectively observe and study them.
To observe a mental state is not to turn a searchlight of
intuition upon it that did not illuminate it before, to become
conscious of something of which we before were unconscious,
but to attend to it in such a way as to permit it to cal] forth
a certain specific kind of thought. The mental state ob-
served exists no otherwise (except for the attentive rein-
forcement) than when we were not observing it; it simply
calls forth this kind of thought. Now, at the very moment
when we are engaged in thus attending to and thinking about
a mental state, it is hardly to be wondered at if we fancy
the objective relation in which it temporarily stands to our
thought to be essential to the mental state's existence. We
have never met with mental states, as psychologists, except
when they were our objects; consequently we fancy their
essence is to be our objects. This, of course, is a case of the
'psychologist's fallacy'. Mr. Moore is perfectly right in
correcting it and in insisting on the Eealistic view of intro-
spection. The existence of the mental state is, as he says,
entirely independent of the intellectual consciousness by
which we reflectively apprehend it. But the existence of
the mental state is by no means independent of consciousness
in the sense of feeling.

What the Idealist really means, tlwn, when he asserts that tl<e
esse whether of material objects or of mental states is percipi in
the passive, is the double fact that they exist as feelings and are
thought about. Idealism is indefensible as an account of the
relation between either material objects or mental states and
our thoughts about them. But it seems to me to be correct
in its assertion that material objects, like mental states, exist
as feelings.

II.

But let us come back to the feeling of pain. I can hardly
imagine that Mr. Moore would seriously attempt to dis-
tinguish between pain and the feeling of it. Ana yet this
is what he is committed to by his theory that consciousness
is in all cases a perfectly colourless, abstract, unqualified
thing, and that what many writers call its 'content,' and
what might better be called its quality, is in reality its object.
I will venture therefore to point out the difficulties in which
he would involve himself by the attempt to carry through
such a doctrine.

On the one hand, since the pain is known through the
consciousness but is not dependent on it for its existence,

 at U
niversity of A

rizona on M
ay 27, 2015

http://m
ind.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/


HAS MB. MOORE RBFUTBD IDEALI8M ? 177

we have to ask ourselves in what shape and with what sort
of nature we may conceive it to exist after the consciousness
of it is withdrawn. And the mere statement of the question
is sufficient to indicate its utter unanswerability. On the
other hand, the difficulty of understanding how the pain can
exist has its counterpart in the difficulty of understanding
how the consciousness can be known. According to Mr.
Moore's principles, consciousness is our evidence of the
existence of things—not that by which they exist Very
good. We are conscious of the pain : hence we know that
it exists. But we are not and cannot be, at the moment at
least, conscious of • the consciousness : hence we have no
evidence that it exists, and pur assertion of its existence,
and of the presence of the pain to it, seems baseless. If it
be said that we learn of its existence the moment after, I
point out that at that moment it no longer exists : conse-
quently the consciousness of it cannot be immediate, cannot
be intuitive, but must be of the nature of memory. But
how can we have memory of that which we have never
experienced ? In short, if it were true that the pain exists
originally, not as a mode of feeling, but as an object of
consciousness, that is a truth the knowledge of which we
could not legitimately have come by. The theory is there-
fore self-destructive.

Of course I am far from denying that there is a function
of mind by which we have knowledge of things other than
our states of consciousness, and even of things that never
were or by any possibility could be states of our conscious-
ness at all (and of this function of thought I shall say more
in the sequel). But my point is, that it is absurd to suppose
that our first tidings of the existence of our states of con-
sciousness themselves come to us in this representative
manner. On the contrary, we never could have representa-
tive knowledge either of our states of consciousness or of
anything else if we were not in some way immediately
acquainted with our states of consciousness, if they were
not experienced or present, at the moment of their existence
—if, in other words, there were not a mental function of
feeling distinct from that of thought These will be familiar
considerations to readers who have occupied themselves
with the question of the ' Pure Ego ' ; but I see no evidence
in Mr. Moore's paper that he is aware his Realism involves
all the difficulties of Prof. Ward's theory of the Subject, and
is open to the objections which Mr. Bradley has so effectively
urged against that theory, especially in his article ' A Defence
of Phenomenalism in Psychology,' in MIND, N.8., No. 33.
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178 C. A. 8TB0NG :

We must not overlook, however, the two rather striking
passages in which Mr. Moore lets us see what would prob-
ably be his attitude towards the second of the above-men-
tioned difficulties. These passages are so important that I
will quote the principal sentences. On p. 446 he tells us—
discussing the question, it is true, with reference to the
sensation of blue—that the element of consciousness in the
sensation is " extremely difficult to fix. . . . That which
makes the sensation of blue a mental fact seems to escape
us; it seems, if I may use a metaphor, to be transparent—
-we look through it and see nothing but the blue. ' And
again on p. 450: " The moment we try to fix our attention
upon consciousness and to see what, distinctly, it is, it seems
•to vanish : it seems as if we had before us a mere emptiness.
When we try to introspect the sensation of blue, all we can
see is the blue : the other element is as if it were diaphanous ".

In considering these passages, we must bear in mind that
they do not refer to the mere experience or sensation of blue,
as distinguished from introspective knowledge of it — Mr.
Moore does not mean to say that in the mere experience or
sensation the element of consciousness appears diaphanously.
"Such a view would be in patent contradiction with his theory.
For his theory is that the object of consciousness is always
other than the' consciousness, and it is impossible therefore
that the consciousness should at the same time be its own
object, or in any way aware of itself. In the mere experience
the element of consciousness is not diaphanous, it is wholly
invisible. Mr. Moore's passages refer rather to the way in
which consciousness appears when we try to observe it
introspectively, and for the first time become conscious of it.
And they involve a peculiar theory of the nature of intro-
spection. The introspective consciousness by which we ap-
prehend a sensation is not conceived as subsequent to the
sensation, for this again, on his theory, would involve an
absurdity : we should be dealing in memory with that which
we had never experienced. A mental state that was invisible
at the moment when it existed cannot emerge into visibility
by the very process by which it ceases to be. Mr. Moore's
idea is rather that the introspective consciousness and the
mental state which it observes are simultaneous—that the
introspection catches the mental state, as it were, in the act.
The mental state lasts, that is to say, a certain length of
time; during the first part of its existence we form the
design-of introspectively observing it, and when this design
is fully formed it is put into execution upon the portion of
-the mental state which then continues to exist. There are
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HAH MB. MOOBB BEPUTBD IDEALISM? 179

thuB in introspection two parts, so to speak, to our conscious-
ness : on the one side the sensation, say, of blue, and on the
other side the consciousness of this sensation, the conscious-
ness of the consciousness.

Now, I am not concerned to deny that our consciousness
may be thus complex, that there may be two parts to it each
with its own object: on the contrary, I should conceive this
view to be borne out by the facts. But what I feel sure of
is that the second part of our consciousness never refers to or has
cognitively to do with the first part of our consciousness, but always
with the consciousness of an earlier moment. And, in proof of
this, I can only repeat the statements already made in regard
to the nature of introspection. To observe a mental state
—a pain, for instance—is not to bring forth a second mental
state that intuites or reduplicates the first, as if the pain were
not sufficiently present to us by the mere fact of its existing;
but to think about it in a certain way. And the thoughts
that constitute such introspective observation have to be
called forth by the mental state in order that they may be
true of it. This is a process taking place in time, and
having the necessary result that the introspective tb.ongb.ts
are later than the mental state to which they refer. We
have only to consider the matter from the physiological
point of view to see that this must be so. The processes of
our thinking run parallel with processes in the brain; one
brain-process must call another forth in order that that other
may be logically related to or explicative of it; and, if one
calls the other forth, the two cannot be simultaneous. I
conceive that physiological and comparative psychology bear
with their whole weight in favour of this view.'

The introspective consciousness is necessarily subsequent,
then, to the mental state with which it has to do; and it
cannot legitimately have to do with it unless the mental
state was experienced, or in some way immediately given, at
the moment of its existence. Deny that the mental state was
experienced, that the element of consciousness was given in
and with the quality, at that moment, and it becomes a
thing which we have no means of entering into relations
with or making the acquaintance of at all.

In short, Mr. Moore's whole theory rests on the proposi-
tion that what we are conscious of (not merely in the sense

1 Cf. Prof. Stout's account of what it is to think of a sensation as
such, Analytic Ptyehology, voL L, p. 44, and Prof. James's treatment of
introspection, Principles of Ptyehology, voL i., pp. 180-190. Is not Mr.
Moore employing his uncommon logical powers upon the basis of an
insufficient psychology?
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of thought, for which the proposition would be perfectly true,
but in that of feeling), is always other than the conscious-
ness, that our consciousness of things is to be sharply distin-
guished from the things themselves; and it now appears
that this conception has only the single slight flaw, that you
cannot explain, consistently with sound views of introspec-
tion, how you ever learned there was such a thing as the
consciousness. The truth is that you never did learn it,
and that there is no such thing as consciousness in thia
sense. The consciousness of blue, as something over and
above the actually given blue—unless you mean by it the
supernumerary thoughts referred to above—is a pure fiction,
an hypostatisation of the fact that the blue is capable of be-
coming an object of thought. La conscience n'existe pas, says
a French writer*—that is, as something over and above the
actually given thoughts and feelings that compose our minds.
As a name for the totality of those thoughts and feelings, it
is of course existent enough.

in.
I must assume that I have now established, as against

Mr. Moore, the existence, side by side with the function
of thought, - of a function which we may call feeling; the
difference between the two being this, that by the function
of thought we are made aware of things other than the
consciousness of them, while in feeling we are immediately
aware of the concrete nature of the feeling itself. I must
now attempt, by means of a doctrine which I think most
fair-minded persons will admit to be simply inevitable in
the case of an experience like pain, to construe the difficulties
which Mr. Moore has so ingeniously pointed out in the case
of sensation.

When Mr. Moore distinguishes between blue and the
consciousness of it, it seems to me that the contrast he
primarily has in mind is that between blue as an immediate
experience and certain thoughts which he has about it, but
which are by no means necessarily present in the mind of
every person who experiences blue. If we examine what is
the nature of these thoughts, I think we find the most im-

1 Quoted in James's Principles of Psychology, vol. i., p. 305 note. I
have not been able to look up the passage, but from the context in which
it is cited the meaning would appear to be as indicated. Since the
above was written, Prof. James has definitely maintained the thesis in
question in an article in the Journal of Phiiatophy for 1st September,
1904, entitled 'Does "Consciousness" Exist P' the standpoint of which
is essentially that of the present paper, and to which I am glad to be able
to refer the reader.
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portant and fundamental among them to be of two kinds: .
there are those by which the blae is conceived as part of the
physical world, as in a certain vaguely felt spatial relation
to my body, as the quality of a more or less permanent
physical object; and there are those by which it is thought
of as belonging to the train of experiences which constitutes
my mind. In other words, the ' consciousness' of the blue is
the consciousness of its relations to other things. But there
is another contrast, of an entirely different character, which
I think co-operates with this one to produce our confused
impression that blue is one thing and the consciousness of
it another. This is the contrast between blue as merely
conceived, without reference to the fact of its being actually
given or not, and blue as actually given—a logical, now, as
distinguished from a psychological contrast. We are able
to think of blue when it is not actually given, and therefore,
even when it is given, we are able to think of it in abstraction
from the fact of its givenness. The givenness thus comes to
seem a separate fact, added on to the blue itself. It is the
confused sense of this double contrast, as it appears to me,
which is at the root of our common-sense conviction that
the blue first exists and then, by an external act of the
mind, is experienced or perceived.

If this be the correct account of the matter, then, in the
simple experience of blue, there is no ground whatever for
opposing the blue to the experience and considering the
former to be the object of the latter. The relation of sub-
ject and object exists only where there is thought In simple
sensation or feeling, the quality is the concrete description
of the nature of the awareness, as the awareness is the mode
of existence of the quality. I do not say that the quality is
the ' content' of the awareness, for I do not know what
' content' in such a case would mean. The word ' content'
is a convenient one to use where we wish to indicate that a
particular thought or feeling is present with others in the
mind, and so forms a part but not the whole of the moment-
ary field of consciousness. The thought or feeling is then
in a true sense contained within that field. But if only a
single thought or feeling were present, I do not know in
what sense its quality could be said to be the ' content' of
its awareness. The expression would imply an unreal
separation between the two and a sort of subject-object
relation between them, and so be only a subtle way of con-
tradicting oneself. I think we must hold that the quality
is neither the object nor the ' content' of the awareness, but
simply the description of its nature.

12 1 3
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But why, in that case—to come to another of Mr. Moore's
difficulties—do we hesitate to speak of a ' blue awareness ' ?
I think for the following reasons. In the firet place, by
' awareness' we are wont to understand intellectual rather
than sensational consciousness, and we know very well that
blue can only be the object of the former. Secondly, we are
accustomed to predicate colours of physical objects, and the
phrase a ' blue feeling' consequently suggests that the feel-
ing is an object which can be seen. Indeed, to speaking of
a ' painful feeling', we have no similar objection. And, even
in the case of the blue, you have only to insert a hyphen,
and make it a ' blue-feeling' or a ' blue-sensation,' for all
difficulties to be miraculously removed. So true is it that
our instinctive sense recognises blue to be a mode of experi-
ence or consciousness.

One of the cleverest things in Mr. Moore's article is the
" kind of antinomy" (p. 442) by which he seeks to prove
that the experience of a colour is distinct from the colour
itself as a given fact. I will quote his statement of i t " (1)
Experience is something unique and different from anything
else; (2) Experience of green is entirely indistinguishable
from green: two propositions which cannot both be true."
Of couree Mr. Moore will admit that if the particular thing
on whose uniqueness and difference from everything else we
were insisting was existence, the word ' existence' might be
substituted for ' experience ' in the above passage without
creating any such antinomy. For, as Kant has told us,
existence is not a real predicate, and a hundred dollars in
my mind are entirely indistinguishable from a hundred dol-
lars in my pocket. But to prove that experience is the same
thing as existence is of course the whole difficulty for the
Idealist. We seem, however, to have succeeded at least in
proving that the existence of a pain is the same thing as
the experience of it, and for this special case therefore the
antinomy disappears: (1) Feeling is something unique and
different from anything else; (2) Feeling of pain is entirely
indistinguishable from pain—two propositions between
which I do not think even Mr. Moore will discover any
incompatibility. And, if we have succeeded in showing
that blue is, like pain, essentially a mode of feeling or ex-
perience, then the antinomy would disappear in the case
of blue as well.

In short, the force of the antinomy seems to depend on
an* ambiguity in the first proposition by which the Idealist
is made to admit something' opposed to his fundamental
doctrine. Almost every one will allow that feeling or con-

 at U
niversity of A

rizona on M
ay 27, 2015

http://m
ind.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/


HAS MB. MOOBB BBFUTBD IDEALISM ? 183

eciousness is "unique and different from anything else"
in this sense, that there is a respect in which blue and red,
or blue, sour, and hot, agree, and a respect in which they
differ; as almost every one will allow that existence is
unique and distinct from anything else in the same sense
That is, we mean something definite by the word. But the
antinomy has force only on the supposition that the other
things iom which consciousness differs—pain, for example
—can exist, so to speak, unmixed with consciousness,1 or
can be considered without consciousness being seen to be
necessarily implied in them. That consciousness is neces-
sarily implied in pain we see at a glance. That it is neces-
sarily implied in green or blue, we see, I think, after a little
reflexion. Consciousness is "unique" in the sense that it
is distinguishable from everything else, but it is not unique
in the sense that other things can be conceived without
consciousness being implied in them or that consciousness
can be conceived as a particular existence side by side with
other things.

IV.
I think I have now perhaps dwelt sufficiently on the case

of sensation to show how I should endeavour to meet Mr.
Jtoore's arguments, and on what grounds I should base my
contention that, so far as sensation is unaccompanied by
thought, we are not aware in it of anything distinct from
our own states of mind. But I have expressly admitted and

1 This phrase, written before seeing Prof. James's article ' Does " Con-
sciousness" Exist P' (Journal of Philosophy, 1st Sept, 1904), would cer-
tainly seem to lay me open to the charge of holding the ' menstruum'
theory of oonscionsness which he there condemns; and yet I think not
with jnrtice. For I conceive the quality and the consciousness to be
two aspects, not two parts, of the whole whioh they form ; and in this
whole 1 recognise no inner duality. The relation of these two aspects
is like that of quality and intensity as characters of sensation, which do
not imply any duplicity in the sensation itself. Similarly, the ' experi-
ences ' of whioh Prof. James speaks may vary in quality—red, cold, sweet,
houses, animala—or they may vary in that character which constitutes
the introspective fact in attention and which psychologists call ' clear-
ness '. In virtue of this last mode of variation vie speak of them as facts
of consciousness. Consciousness is therefore a line of variation, or
dimension, of all 'experiences' whatever (indeed, I do not know what
else we mean by calling them ' experiences'); they do not become facts
of consciousness by a subsequent process, by being put together or thought
about in a certain way, but they are so inherently. Moreover, it is the
line of variation by which they exist or fail to exist. In this psychological
sense, then, consciousness is the most fundamental of facts. It is only
•a an entity distinct from all concrete experiences and cognitive of them
that I understand Prof. James to deny ita existence.
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insisted that there is also a function of thought by which we
are aware of things distinct from our own states, and the
question arises how these two functions are to be reconciled
with each other, which of them is the more original and
fundamental, and whether it is possible to maintain that
feeling in no way looks beyond itself without being shut up
in a similar subjectivism in the case of thought. The diffi-
culty presents itself thus: If what is present to the mind in
feeling is simply the concrete nature of the feeling, thought
too, being in one aspect a psychic existence or mode of feeling,
must have a concrete nature which is immediately present
to the mind in the same way as the concrete nature of the
feeling is, and how then shall the object of the thought be
present also ? The concrete nature of the thought seems to
rise like an emanation and shut out the object of the thought
from view. Or, to use a different figure, a rivalry springB
up between the object of the thought and its ' content' or
quality, to determine which of the two shall be present to
consciousness, and it seems that on Idealistic principles the
' content' or quality must win the day, with the result of a
pure subjectivism.

I offer Mr. Moore my sincere compliments on the admir-
able lucidity with which he has worked out (p. 452) the
seemingly subjectdvist consequences of Idealism. He sees, I
am convinced, more correctly than many of its professed
champions what the Idealistic theory really involves. Only
he is mistaken in supposing that these consequences are so
extravagant that no one would care to maintain them. With
a little interpretation that does not alter the fundamental
sense, the Idealist may accept every word he says, and rejoice
co find a fellow-philosopher who, though a Realist, sees the
logic of the question as he sees it himself.

Let me quote Mr. Moore's passages: " But, if so, then,
when any Idealist thinks he is aware of himself or of any one
else, this cannot really be the case. The fact is, on his own
theory, that himself and that other person are in reality mere
contmtt of an awareness, which is aware of nothing what-
ever" (p. 452). Take the words "awareness," " aware of,"
here in the sense of what is immediately felt or experienced
as distinguished from what is signified or represented, over-
look the fact that signifying or representing may be entitled
to be called ' awareness' in another sense, and this is a
perfectly accurate statement of implications of a theory of
cognition which Prof. James first, to my knowledge, set
forth in an article in MIND for 1885 on ' The Function of
Cognition,' and the subjective side of which—the very side
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which Mr. Moore brings out with such clearness in the
foregoing passage—was enunciated, not as a paradox but
as an evident truth, by Dr. Dickinson S. Miller in an article
in the Philosophical Beview for 1893 called 'The Meaning of
Truth and Error l}

The fact that we are not aware of, in the sense of immedi-
ately experiencing, that of which we think is perhaps most
clear v here what we think of is another person's mind. We
have a state of consciousness which is immediately given
and which stands to us as a symbol of his mind, but that
that state of consciousness and the mind which it symbolises
are not only numerically different but widely unlike each
other in quality is, I should say, sufficiently evident. I
find it difficult to believe that Mr. Moore means seriously
to maintain the intuitional view of our knowledge of other
minds which would seem to be suggested by his remark (p.
451) that Idealists " hold for instance that they are some-
times aware of other minds, which continue to exist even
when they are not aware of them "—as if the relation of our
consciousness to other minds when we think of them were
not- toto coelo different from its relation to material objects
when we perceive them, the latter being present and the
former absent. But now, the case of other minds is the type
of all cases of objects of thought: whatever is thought of is eo
ipso absent and merely represented, and never in any case given as
an immediate experience. Nothing can be given as an immediate
experience except modifications of the knowing coisciousne&s itself.
We seem to intuite our own subjective existence merely
because the thought of it follows immediately upon and is
separated only by a hair's breadth from the experience.
But the only way to be really (i.e., not merely representa-
tively) aware of ourselves is to have (= be) the thoughts and
feelings in which our being consists. In the same way, we
seem to intuite material objects and yet to be distinct from
them merely because the thought of them (that which con-
stitutes our consciousness that they are material objects)
follows directly upon the sensations in which their being
consists.2

11 have given an account of this theory, and suggested certain modifi-
cations and additions which it seems to require, in an article entitled ' A
Naturalistic Theory of the Reference of Thought to Reality,' in Journal
of Philosophy, 12th May, 1904. Prof. James's latest statement of it will
be-found in his artiole, ' A World of Pore Experience,' .lourtuil of Philo-
lophy, 29th Sept., 1904.

* Though I do not hesitate in the text to identify material objects with
onr sensations, the general argument of thin paper would of course be
perfectly consistent with the other possible Idealistic view, namely, that

1 2 *
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The second part of Mr. Moore's passage is not less per-
spicacious and admirable than that which I have just dis-
cussed. " And farther if everything, of which he [the Idealist]
thinks he is aware, is in reality merely a content of his own
experience, he has certainly no reason for holding that anything
does exist except himself: it will, of course, be possible that
other persons do exist; solipsism will not be necessarily true;
bat he cannot possibly infer from anything he holds that it
is not true " (p. 452). I cannot say with how keen a sense
of satisfaction I read this passage; for it is the confirmation,
from an exceedingly keen and lucid thinker, of a doctrine in
regard to the non-rational nature of transcendence to which I
had been led in the development of my Idealistic views, and
especially by considering the impossibility of giving a rational
proof of the existence of other minds.1 The doctrine that
we transcend oar subjective states by instinct rather than
by reason is open to misapprehension. The meaning is
not that the subjective state is given at an object of thought,
and that we are then impelled by an irrational instinct to
pass beyond it to a reality which it represents. It is rather
that the subjective state constitute* our being, and that we
find ourselves acting as if what we had to do with were not
the state itself but a reality beyond it—the only explanation
we can give of our acting thus being that we are formed by
nature to act so. I fully admit that the momentary state is
never an object of consciousness, and that we do not pass
from the state to its object by a conscious process but have
to do with the object from the outset, so that we can con-
sider the state only by an epistemological abstraction. But
it seems to me that, when we so consider it, we find the
state and its object to be separate, to be two, and can discern

material object* are ideal constructions which we undertake upon occasion
of our sensations. Personally, I am unable to reconoile this intellectual-
iatio view with the fact that material objects are something we see and
touch. That the plain man attributes characters to material object*
which cannot possibly be true of his sensations, I have not the smallest
doubt; the physical world at tot rotwriw it differs in important respect*
from the portions of that world which are given in our sensations (o/.
Prof. Stout's paper on' Primary and Secondary Qualities' in Proc ArittoL
Soc for 1904); but it seems to me as little open to doubt that what the
plain man attribute* those characters to is his sensations. If I were not
afraid of speaking with too great levity, I should say he had a habit of
lying about these—a habit the" innocuousness and even utility of which is
doe to the fact that material objects stand for things-in-themselves of
which those characters are true.

1 See my book Why the Mind hat a Body, pp. 316-319, 273-374, and
my 'Reply to Prof. Bakewell,' in Philosophical Review for May, 190a,
pp. 339-340.
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no bond between them, no proof that the state represents a
reality, beyond the fact that we are impelled by a natural
instinct to act as if it did.

One more sentence of Mr. Moore's, and I have done with
this aspect of the question. " His [the Idealist's] existence
[and the spirituality of reality—this does not immediately
concern us] are oontenta of an awareness, which is aware of
nothing—certainly not, then, of its own content." Here
again the Idealist may accept every word. The passage is
as exact description of the necessary position of the Subject
or Pure Ego—and of any thought or feeling which may
happen to form part of the Subject or Pure Ego—with
reference to ' awareness' in the sense of thought It is an
excellent statement of the difficulties—or rather paradoxes,
for our understanding, accustomed to construe all things in
terms of objects-of-thought—in the notion of that immediate
experience in which alone the being of the Subject or Pure
Ego can rationally consist.1

So much for thought, and for the difficulties which it seems
to present in so far as the object of thought must be held to
be other than the state of consciousness that does the think-
ing. A just estimate of the function which our states of
consciousness may still subserve in standing for things be-
yond them, in enabling us rightly to adjust our relations to
those things, and in carrying us forward to the next thought
in a consecutive and rational manner, seems to me to deprive
this objection to Idealism of all weight.

V.

I will bring this article to a close by saying a few words
about Mr. Moore's application of the Realistic principle
which he conceives himself to have established to the
question of the existence of matter. This principle is that
consciousness, being numerically separate from the things
which it knows, by its very essence informs as of the exist-
ence of things that are independent of it. Or, to state the
principle in Mr. Moore's own words : " This awareness is
. . . of such a nature that its object, when we are aware of
it, is precisely what it would be, if we were not aware " (p.
468). (Observe that, on any view, this is a perfectly correct
and valid principle as applying to thought; but the Idealist

i On the inapplicability of the snbjeot-obiect relation to immediate
experience, see my disonsaion ' Prof. Bakewell on the Ego,' Philosophical
Rmriew, Sept, 1904, pp. M7-M&
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holds precisely that material objects do not exist for us pri-
marily as objects of thought, or of an intuition assimilated
in its character to thought, but AS experiences, sensations.)

According to this principle, then, when we perceive a
material object perception informs us, not merely that the
object exists, but also that it would have existed in exactly the
same way even if we had not perceived it. In other words,
it informs us of the independent existence of the object. But
there is a detail in regard to this independent existence
which Mr. Moore neglects to bring out; and I confess to no
little surprise that it should have escaped the attention of so
keen a logician. Perception, on his theory, informs us that
the object would have existed, even if it had not been per-
ceived, at the moment when the perception actually took place,
but it does not inform us that it would have existed at any
other moment. If, for instance, I look at my watch at ten
o'clock and again at three o'clock, I learn that it would have
existed at ten and at three even if I had not perceived it;
but I do not learn that it existed during the interval between
those hours, or that it existed before ten o'clock and after
three. I learn that it existed, and that it existed independ-
ently, at the times when the perception actually took place,
but not at any other times. Perception testifies to precisely
what we perceive, and no more. The only way to assure
ourselves that the watch existed during the interval between
ten and three o'clock would be to perceive it continuously
throughout that interval.

Even on Mr. Moore's theory, then, our certitude of- the
existence of objects is limited to the moments at which we
perceive them. They still retain the irregular outlines—the
rough edges, so to speak—and the ' momentary and fleeting'
character that are peculiar to our perceptions. Mr. Moore
has succeeded in detaching them spatially, if I may so say,
from our perceptions of them, but he has not succeeded in
detaching them temporally. He has proved or seemed to
prove their independence, but he has not made the least pro-
gress towards proving their permanence. And this for the very
simple reason that, even on his theory, although conscious-
ness is not the principle by which things exist, it is yet
our sole evidence of their existence, and we have no
ground for asserting their existence where this evidence is
lacking.

But if even on Mr. Moore's theory material objects still
retain the rough outlines and the intermittent existence
which are characteristic of our perceptions, I leave it to the
reader to sav whether it is the Realist or the Idealist who
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has the better of the argument. He will perhaps see in the
impossibility of estabb'shing the permanence of objects with-
out going wholly beyond any data which consciousness can
possibly furnish us an additional reason for looking with
suspicion upon Mr. Moore's supposed proof of their in-
dependence.
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